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Abstract 
Relationship repair results from a series of interdependent exchanges between a target 
and a perpetrator following an offence. The present study proposed a sequential model 
that integrates the amount of emotional harm inflicted, the perpetrator's intention to 
harm, the target's behavioral responses to that harm, the perpetrator's offer of 
restitution, and the target's forgiveness to predict the change in their relationship 
quality following harm and test its validity among Chinese and American samples. 
SEM results showed that this model was culture-general. Specifically, when the target 
perceived that the perpetrator intended to harm, he/she tended to verbally retaliate 
against the perpetrator. However, a target's negotiation with the offender helped to 
induce restitution from the perpetrator. This offer of restitution combined with lower 
severity of harm and lower perpetrator intentionality to harm to elicit forgiveness 
from the offended target. Both target forgiveness and perpetrator's offer of atonement 
improved relationship quality following harm. A significant indirect effect of target's 
negotiation response was found to improve relationship quality. In contrast, 
significant indirect effects of perceived emotional harm and perpetrator intentionality 
to harm were found to worsen relationship quality. Discussion focuses on suggesting 
possible pancultural ways for both parties to improve their relationship put at risk by 
an offence. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
The thorny point of bare distress 
Hath ta'en from me the show of smooth civility. 
Shakespeare, As you like it, Act 2, Scene 7 
We have all been hurt by someone we know or love (Simon & Simon，1990). 
Many of these relationships with our acquaintances dissolved, but some have survived. 
Given that support from our interpersonal relationships is crucial to our wellbeing 
(e.g., Burman & Margolin，1992)，there is a need to study the dynamics for rescuing 
an imperiled relationship systematically. As a result, the present study aims to 
investigate how the effect of a hurtful episode on relational outcome is mediated by 
the sequential reactions undertaken by both the target and the perpetrator. (In this 
paper, the offended party is referred to as the target, and the offender, who caused 
harm to the target, is labeled as the perpetrator.) 
A Theoretical Model for Maintaining Relationships 
Scobie and Scobie's (1998) proposed an Integrated Model of Forgiveness. It is 
a six-stage model that describes "the cognitive, affective and behavioral responses 
from the identification of a negative event to the possible choice of a forgiveness 
strategy" (p. 383). In stage one (Nature of the event), the target must first distinguish 
and interpret the event as negative. Then, in stage two (Assessing the damage), the 
Harmed by Another iii 
target will assess the amount of damage done to the relationship. Next, in stage three 
(Intention), the target will determine whether the perpetrator intended to harm him or 
her. After that, in stage four (Severity of psychological damage), the target will 
measure the amount of psychological damage he or she suffered. Then, in stage five 
(Selecting a response strategy), both target and offender will select various response 
strategies in response to the hurtful event. In the final stage (Process of forgiveness), 
the target will review information about himself or herself, the perpetrator, the hurtful 
episode, and the relationship itself in order to decide whether to reestablish the 
relationship through forgiving the perpetrator. 
Given that the quality of our interpersonal relationships is crucial to our 
well-being (e.g., Burman & Margolin, 1992) and that Scobie and Scobie's (1998) 
model focuses entirely on factors affecting the target's decision to forgive his or her 
perpetrator, the present study builds on Scobie and Scobie's (1998) model, develops 
and empirically tests a proposed model that describes the sequential process of how 
target and perpetrator interact to influence their relational outcome following an 
offence by one of the parties. 
Similar to Scobie and Scobie (1998)，I posit that the dynamics of change in 
relationship quality begin with target's appraisal of the hurtful episode in terms of 
emotional harm. This perceived amount of emotional harm will then influence how 
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the target evaluates the perpetrator's intention. It is believed that when the target 
suffers from a great amount of emotional hurt, it is difficult for the target to give a 
favorable interpretation about the behaviors of perpetrator. Hence, it is hypothesized 
that the greater the amount of perceived emotional harm, the more likely the target is 
to view that perpetrator as maliciously motivated to harm. 
HI: There is a positive relationship between perceived amount of emotional 
harm and perceived perpetrator's intention to harm. 
Because perpetrators may have become desensitized to some aversive 
interpersonal behaviors and are often unaware of the emotional pain they have 
inflicted on their targets (Kowalski, 2001，p. 6)，so the target must signal his or her 
distress to the perpetrator in some explicit ways or else the relationship will continue 
as usual. However, how target behaves towards the perpetrator is affected by his or 
her attributions about the situation (e.g., Ajzen, 1989; Graham & Weiner，1996; 
Nolen-Hoeksma, Girgus & Seligman, 1992). For example, Ohbuchi and Kambara 
(1985) found that target's perception of the degree of harm that the perpetrator wanted 
to inflict on him or her will lead to more severe retaliation by the target. According to 
Berkowitz's (1993) theory of reactive aggression, stimuli that are evaluated as 
aversive elicit the individual's negative affect, which generates a desire to hurt and 
instigates aggression towards vulnerable others. Therefore, it is hypothesized that 
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greater perceived perpetrator's intention to harm will lead to greater verbal retaliation 
by the target. 
In addition, the “injustice gap" (Worthington, 2003) arising from interpersonal 
offenses, creates emotional stress and provokes the injured party to lessen the 
incongruity between present and desired outcomes through employing various tactics 
like seeking apologies and engaging in tactics of justice restoration, like retaliation 
(Exline，Worthington, Hill, & McCullough，2003，p. 343). Hence, the target is 
motivated to negotiate with the perpetrator to close this discrepancy. For instance, 
when the target perceives himself or herself as having been intentionally harmed by 
the perpetrator, he or she tends to reproach the other (Kowalski, 2001, p. 20). Because 
demand for restitution from the perpetrator, if given, gratifies the target and restore 
justice to the situation (Tedeschi & Bond，2001, p. 275), it is hypothesized that greater 
perceived perpetrator's intention to harm will increase the target's tendency to 
negotiate with the perpetrator. 
A review of the literature on conflict resolution (e.g., Cramer, 2002; 
Emmers-Sommer, 2003; Hojjat, 2000; Rye & Pargament, 2002; Weber & Haring, 
1998) has identified the target's retaliation or confrontation responses as two typical 
ways to inform his or her perpetrator that he or she has been hurt. It is hypothesized 
that the more the target perceive that the perpetrator has an intention to harm, the 
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more likely the target choose to verbally retaliate and negotiate with the perpetrator to 
express that he or she has been offended by the perpetrator's hurtful behaviors. 
H2: That is a positive relationship between perceived perpetrator intentionality 
to harm and the target's likelihood of using verbal retaliation and negotiation 
strategies in response to harm. 
After the target expresses his or her distress to the perpetrator that something 
is wrong in their relationship, the perpetrator will determine whether to offer 
restitution to make up for what he or she has done and to repair the at-risk relationship. 
When people perceive others as engaging in antagonistic behaviors, such perception 
may induce defensive or retaliatory reactions (Tedeschi & Bond，2001，p. 272). In 
addition, since the target's verbal retaliation calls attention to the personal weakness 
and social deficiencies of the other person (Infante & Wigley，1996), it is a 
face-threatening strategy (Bresnahan, Shearman, Lee, Ohashi, & Mosher, 2002). So, it 
is expected that the use of antagonistic response strategies by the target, such as 
retaliation (verbally attacking the perpetrator), will make the perpetrator less likely to 
give in and offer compensation. That is to say, such verbal aggression is hypothesized 
to discourage the perpetrator from offering atonement. Compared to retaliation, 
however, the target's negotiation tactics are more integrative influence strategies as 
the target offers a chance for the perpetrator to explain his or her actions and is willing 
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to consider the perpetrator's viewpoint. Hence, negotiating with the perpetrator is 
hypothesized to be more likely to elicit more restitution from the perpetrator. 
H3: There is a negative relationship between target's verbal retaliation 
responses and perceived perpetrator's offer of restitution. 
H4: There is a positive relationship between target's negotiation responses and 
the perpetrator's offer of restitution. 
Moreover, perpetrator's use of apologies and offer of atonement have a 
facilitating influence on forgiveness and their relational outcome (e.g., Girard & 
Mullet, 1997; McCullough et al.，1997; Weiner, Graham, Peter, & Zmuidinas，1991). 
In this paper, forgiveness is defined as "an internal decision to cease blaming the 
offender" and "includes a willingness to reconcile" (Enright & Zell，1989，p. 54). In 
other words, forgiveness is a conscious decision to forgo negative emotions towards 
the perpetrator (Enright, Freedman, & Rique，1998). 
“People who acknowledge their actions and take responsibility for them elicit 
more compassionate, forgiving responses than people who do not" (Kowalski, 2001, p. 
18) for two main reasons: Firstly, "an offer to compensate implies conceptually or 
psychologically that the harm-doer also admits fault, admits damage, expresses 
remorse, and asks for pardon, even if these factors were not objectively present" 
(Schmitt, et al., 2004，p. 481). Secondly, these implicit messages implied in offering 
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compensation by the perpetrator lessen the target's negative emotional reactions 
towards the perpetrator (Schmitt, et al,，2004)，remove or mitigate the degree of blame 
directed at the perpetrator (Riordan, Marlin, & Kellogg，1983) and reduce negative 
attributions towards the perpetrator (Kermer & Stephens，1983). It follows that the 
target experiences a greater sense of empathy towards the perpetrator (McCullough, et 
al., 1997). As a result, it is hypothesized that when perpetrator repents, the target is 
more willing to forgive the perpetrator and the relationship quality will be improved. 
H5: There is a positive relationship between perceived perpetrator's offer of 
restitution and target's forgiveness toward the perpetrator, as well as perceived 
perpetrator's offer of restitution and perceived change in relationship quality. 
However, the target varies in his or her decision to forgive the perpetrator 
according to the severity of the offence and perpetrator intentionality to harm. For 
example, Gordon, Burton, & Porter (2004) reported that the more severe the domestic 
violence is, the lower the degree of forgiveness granted towards the abusive partner. 
In addition, Karremans and van Lange (2004) found a negative correlation between 
forgiveness and severity of conflict. In short, forgiveness is conditional on the acts of 
perpetrator, but is less likely to be granted when "harm is severe and offenders are 
unrepentant" (Exline，et al., 2003，p. 345). 
Besides, target's willingness to forgive the perpetrator partly depends on how 
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he or she interprets the perpetrator's intention to harm. The perpetrator is unlikely to 
be forgiven by the target when the target regards the perpetrator's intentions as 
negative (Kowalski, 2001, p. 19). That is to say, judging the perpetrator as intending 
to harm makes forgiveness more difficult (Boon & Sulsky，1997; Gonzales, Haugen, 
& Manning，1994; Zechmeister & Romero，2002). Taken together, target's forgiveness 
is more likely to follow when perceived emotional harm is low, harm is judged to be 
unintentional, and the perpetrator offers restitution. 
H6: There is a negative relationship between perceived amount of emotional 
harm and the target's forgiveness toward the perpetrator, as well as perceived 
perpetrator intentionality to harm and target's forgiveness toward the perpetrator. 
H7: There is a positive relationship between perceived perpetrator's offer of 
restitution and target's forgiveness toward the perpetrator. 
Finally, when the target forgives the perpetrator, she or he overcomes a 
lingering obsession with anger (Govier, 2002, p. viii; Murphy & Hampton，1988，p. 
16) and harbors lesser resentment towards the perpetrator. As a result, the target is 
encouraged to act in a more conciliatory rather than avoidant manner toward the 
perpetrator (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal，1997)，which helps facilitate 
relationship repair and restore interpersonal harmony after harm (e.g., Enright & 
North, 1998; Exline, Baumeister，Bushman, Campbell, & Finkel, 2004; Schimmel, 
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2002). Therefore, it is hypothesized that target's forgiveness will enhance the 
relational outcome. 
H8: There is a positive relationship between target's forgiveness toward the 
perpetrator and perceive change in relationship quality. 
Integrating these various considerations, the following conceptual framework 
on how the sequential exchanges of target and perpetrator either improve or worsen 
relationship quality following harm is depicted in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. The proposed model for the dynamics of change in relationship quality 
following harm 
Cultural Differences in Relationship Repair 
Although it has been surmised that “members from different cultures respond 
to conflict situations in different ways" (Tinsley & Weldon，2003，p. 183)，few studies 
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have investigated the impact of culture on target's use of response strategies to 
interpersonal harm. Ting-Toomey (1988，1994)，for instance, commented that most 
Chinese will do whatever they can to avoid conflict and seek a compromise. 
Moreover, Leung (1987) discovered that Hong Kong Chinese favored bargaining and 
mediation as ways to resolve conflicts compared to their American counterparts. Since 
preserving social harmony and saving each other's face are deemed to be important 
for collectivists, Chinese and Japanese usually behave in harmony-seeking ways 
toward their in-group members (Leung, 1988，p. 128). Maintaining communal 
harmony can be taken as their main reason for forgiving. As Fu, Watkins, and Hui 
(2004) put it, "willingness to forgive is influenced largely by social solidarity needs 
rather than the individualistic personality or religiosity reported in Western research" 
(p. 307). 
In contrast, maintaining self-identity or protecting justice matter more to 
individualists (Takaku, Weiner, & Ohbuchi，2001). It follows that people from 
individualistic cultures tend to defend and fight for themselves when they perceive 
injustice and are less likely to comply. For example, Americans showed greater 
preference for assertive actions to resolve conflict than did Chinese (Itoi, Ohbuchi, & 
Fukuno, 1996; Ohbuchi, Fukushima, & Tedeschi，1999). In sum, individualists prefer 
assertive and confrontational tactics; while collectivists prefer collaborative or less 
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aggressive conflict management styles to resolve conflicts (Ohbuchi & Takahashi， 
1994; Ting-Toomey，Gao，Trubisky, Yang, Kim, Lin, & Nishida，1991; Tang & 
Kirkbride, 1986). 
Here，it should be pointed out that the aforementioned cross-cultural research 
focus on the cultural differences on the mean scores of the dependent variables (i.e. 
cultural positioning effect), little has been known about how culture moderates the 
magnitude of the inter-relationships among the variables (i.e. cultural patterning 
effect). Therefore, the second purpose of the present study is to investigate cultural 
will exert moderating effect in such a way that perceived perpetrator's intention to 
harm will have different influence on target's behavioral responses among 
individualists and collectivists. Collectivists are more oriented to maintain 
person-group relationships (Wagner, 1995) and social harmony, collectivistic culture 
will suppress target's tendency to retaliate and confront the perpetrator while 
encourage them to distance themselves from the conflict, irrespective of the effects of 
perceived perpetrator intentionality to harm. In contrast, the orientation of 
individualists is directed towards the pursuit of personal gains (Wagner, 1995), 
individualistic culture will motivate target to reason with the perpetrator and retaliate. 
Hence, it is hypothesized that Americans are more likely to prefer verbal retaliation 
and negotiation response strategies than Chinese, given the same level of perceived 
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perpetrator's intention to harm. 
H9: The strength of relationship between perceived perpetrator's intention to 
harm and target's verbal retaliation behavioral response strategies, as well as between 
perceived perpetrator's intention to harm and target's verbal retaliation behavioral 
response strategies are stronger in the US than the Hong Kong sample. 
Yet, how can such culture moderating effect on the linkage between perceived 
perpetrator intentionality to harm and target's behavioral responses be unpackaged. 
Since independent self construal is more prevalent in Western cultures, where 
individuals emphasize one's autonomy and separateness from others, and 
interdependent self construal is more common in non-Western cultures, in which 
individuals emphasize their relatedness to others (Markus & Kitayama，1991), target's 
individual cultural orientation is chosen as a potential mediator to unpackage the 
cultural patterning effect. It is argued that target's individual cultural orientation plays 
an important role in the expression of target's behavioral reactions to harm, and serves 
as an effective mediator to explain the cultural moderation effect on the relationship 
between perceived perpetrator's intention to harm and target's behavioral response 
strategies. It is hypothesized that individuals with a more interdependent 
self-construal, characterized by stronger concerns about other's interests (Bell & Song, 
2005), should restrain themselves from behaving aggressively and assertively towards 
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Others. In contrast, individuals with stronger independent self-construal, characterized 
by greater concerns about protecting self interests (Bell & Song，2005), should be 
prompted to use more aggressive and assertive behaviors in response to harm. 
HIO: Target's individual cultural orientation is an effective mediator to 
unpackage the cultural moderation effect on the relationship between perceived 
perpetrator's intention to harm and target's behavioral response strategies. 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHOD 
Participants 
Four hundred and fifty-one university students from two cultures were 
recruited from introductory psychology classes to complete the questionnaire about a 
hurtful episode, 145 from Hong Kong and 306 from the USA (c.f., Ohbuchi, Tamura, 
Quigley, Tedeschi, Madi, Bond, & Mummendey，2004). Since the present study 
focuses on transgression committed by acquaintances, 35 Hong Kong and 104 USA 
respondents were discarded if they recalled a wounded relationship with strangers, or 
if they did not indicate when the episode happened, or if they reported a hurtful 
episode more than two years old, or if 50% of their data was missing] Thereafter, 
only 312 cases remained (110 from Hong Kong and 202 from the USA). 
Demographics, recency of the hurtful episode, and reported relationship with the 
perpetrator are summarized in Table 1. 
Procedure 
The participants were asked to recall a hurtful event that happened within the 
past two years and indicate when the incident happened (see Appendix A). Then, they 
were asked to complete a questionnaire assessing many social psychological features 
of the harmful event. Measures of those variables of interest in the present study were 
extracted from the dataset. 
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Measures 
Perceived amount of emotional harm. The amount of emotional harm the 
target perceived himself or herself to have suffered was measured by three items, 
namely, "You were emotionally injured in the incident", ranging from 1 {definitely not) 
to 7 (definitely); "How would you rate the amount of emotional harm which occurred 
to you in the incident", ranging from 1 (no harm) to 7 (very great harm); and "How 
severe was the emotional harm you suffered", ranging from 1 {no harm) to 7 {very 
severe harm). 
Perceived perpetrator s intention to harm. Target's perception of the 
perpetrator's intention to harm was measured by three items, namely, "The person 
intended to harm me", "The person wanted to harm me", and "The person planned on 
harming me". These three items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 
{strongly disagree) to 7 {strongly agree). 
Target s behavioral responses. To assess the target's various behavioral 
responses in response to the offence, the question, "What did you do in response to 
the other person's actions" was introduced first, followed by the subsequent items on 
7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 {definitely not) to 7 {definitely). 
1. Verbal retaliation responses. The target's verbal retaliation responses were 
assessed by three items, namely, "I criticized the other person", “I said something that 
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insulted the person", and "I verbally attacked the person". 
2. Negotiation responses. The target's negotiation responses were measured by 
three items, namely, “I demanded the person make up for what they had done", "I 
asked the person to explain his/her actions", and “I asked for an apology from the 
person". 
Perceived perpetrator s offer of restitution. The perpetrator's offer of 
restitution was measured by one item, which is "Did the person offer restitution for 
the harm done to you or offer to make it up to you in some way?", indicated by 
choosing either 1 (Yes) or 2 (No). This item was reversed to better present its 
relationship with the other constructs. 
Degree of forgiveness towards the perpetrator. The target's degree of 
forgiveness towards the perpetrator was measured by three items, namely, "Have you 
at this point forgiven the person", ranging from 1 {not at all) to 7 (totally); "It was the 
person's fault that I was harmed", ranging from 1 {strongly disagree) to 7 {strongly 
agree�.’ and "Do you still harbor resentment for the person", ranging from 1 (not at all) 
to 7 {very much). Scores for the last two items are reversed to tap this construct. 
Perceived change in relationship quality. The target's perceived change in 
relationship quality was measured by one item, "The incident has your 
relationship with the other person", ranging from 1 {worsened) to 7 {improved). 
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Target s individual cultural orientation. 16-item Horizontal and Vertical 
Individualism and Collectivism scale developed by Trandis and Gelfand (1998) was 
used to measure participant's individual cultural orientation. Each item is scored on a 
7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 {strongly disagree) to 5 {strongly agree). 
The questionnaires were originally developed in English and then translated 
into Chinese by native speakers. In an effort to maximize the equivalence in meaning 
for the translated version, back-translation was performed by a different translator and 
adjustments were made wherever necessary. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is 
employed to further test for measurement equivalence in both cultures. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS 
Data Analyses 
EQS 6.1 for Windows Features program was used to conduct multisample, 
CFA and structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses. Non-normed fit index (KNFI), 
comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
were chosen to evaluate the model fit in addition to the chi-square likelihood ratio test, 
which is well-known for its oversensitivity to sample size (Byrne, 1994，p. 54). Values 
for both NNFI and CFI greater than .9 indicate acceptable model fit (Bentler, 1992); 
while a value between .05 and .08 for RMSEA reflects reasonable model fit (Browne 
& Cudeck，1993). 
Testing the Measurement Model 
All factor loadings were constrained to be equal in both cultures and a 
multisample SEM was run for each multi-item construct. The EQS output showed that 
the chi square change for each multi-item construct was non-significant. That is to say, 
1-factor perceived emotional harm, 1-factor perceived perpetrator's intention to harm, 
2-factor target's behavioral responses,^ 1-factor target's degree of forgiveness towards 
the perpetrator, and 2-factor target's individual cultural orientation^ showed 
measurement equivalence in Chinese and American samples (see Table 2). 
Reliabilities and Correlations 
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Reliabilities and correlations among perceived emotional harm, perceived 
perpetrator's intention to harm, three types of target's behavioral responses, 
perpetrator's offer of restitution, target's forgiveness, as well as perceived change in 
relationship quality for Hong Kong and US samples are presented in Table 3 and 4， 
respectively. 
Testing the Structural Model 
Multisample SEM was conducted to test how well the proposed model, which 
is depicted in Figure 1，performs in the two cultural groups. Although this model's chi 
square test was significant,受=357.44，df = 220, p < .05, it fit well in both cultures as 
reflected by many acceptable goodness-of-fit indices (see Table 5). 
Testing for culture-specific pathways of the proposed model Multisample 
SEM was further computed to test if the proposed model is culture-specific by 
constraining all the paths to be equal across Hong Kong and US sample. EQS results 
indicated that the proposed model was culture-general because when the baseline 
model is compared to the constrained model, the chi-square change was 
non-significant (refer to Table 5). Although the chi square test for this constrained 
model was significant,义=378.66，df = 231，/? < .05，it has many acceptable 
goodness-of-fit indices (see Table 5). 
Since we found that not all constrained paths are significant in the constrained 
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model, all non-significant constrained paths were then deleted in order to obtain a 
more parsimonious final model that contains only significant paths. This 
parsimonious final constrained model is compared to the original constrained model 
that includes both significant and insignificant paths and the chi square change was 
non-significant (see Table 5). Thus, the parsimonious final model is preferred and it is 
depicted in Figure 2. The indicators, error variances and disturbances for the 
parsimonious final model are omitted from Figure 2 for the sake of clarity and 
simplicity of graphic presentation. 
Harmed by Another iii 
• • 1 2 f ^ ^ r c e i v e d \ 
• Emoftjonal ) 
/ 
/ Perceived 
/ ( PerpelratDr's � ‘ - • • - , 
/ X ^ n l i o n t o H a r m ^ ^ ，〜、••丄碎 
\ \ 
\ PeJx:trved / 
\ ( Perpe^ator ' s ) / 
\ 广 V ^ r of R e s i l t u t e o n / / 
\ ( � / 
I 咽 • ^ F a r p r v e n e s s ^ j ^ • 
. 1 2 1 x ^ ^ ^ p — 
\ " — Positive 
\ ^ ^ N e g a t i v e 
广 Perceived \ 
Change in ) 
N^e l i t ionsh ip Q u a i ^ 
Figure 2. Final parsimonious cultural-general model for change in relationship quality 
following harm 
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Indirect effects on perceived change in relationship quality. Given that this 
final model is a sequential model, some of its antecedents may have indirect 
influences on the ultimate change in relationship quality. Sobel test in EQS output 
showed that both perceived emotional harm and perpetrator's intention to harm have a 
culture-general, negative indirect effect on perceived change in relationship quality. 
Besides, only target's negotiation response strategies have a culture-general, positive 
indirect effect on the perceived change in relationship quality. 
Testing target s individual cultural orientation as a mediator. Because we did 
not find any culture-specific paths in our final parsimonious model, we cannot 
proceed to use target's individual cultural orientation to unpackage the hypothesized 
cultural specific linkages. In addition, two t-tests were run with significant level 
adjusted to .025 using Bonferroni criteria. We found no significant cultural difference 
on target's individualistic,�310) = 2.01,p > .025，and collectivistic cultural 
orientation,�310) = -2.11，/?�.025. Furthermore, target's individual cultural 
orientation was weakly or unrelated to the constructs embedded in our final 
parsimonious model. Therefore, hypothesis 10 is not supported. 
Additional Analysis 
Mean cultural differences on constructs. MANOVA and one cross-tabulation 
were done to test if Hong Kong and US undergraduates scored differently on the 
Harmed by Another iii 
mean scores of the various constructs (i.e. positioning effect) of the final 
parsimonious culture-general model. Since there are seven variables, the Boferroni 
criterion was used and the significant level is adjusted to .0071. It was found that US 
targets perceived greater perpetrator intention to harm, F(l , 303) = 11.74, p = .001. 
US targets were also more likely to verbally retaliate, F(l , 303) = 10.68,p = .001，and 
negotiate, F(l,303) = 23.56，/? = .000，but were less forgiving, F(l, 303) = 68.83，/? 
=.000, than their Hong Kong counterparts. Lastly, Hong Kong targets were less likely 
to perceive that the perpetrator offered restitution after harming them, { =12.06，df= 
1，/7 = .001. 
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Table 1 
Demographics, Recency of the Hurtful Episode, and the Reported Relationship with 
Perpetrator for both Hong Kong and US Samples 
Hong Kong USA 
("=110) {N=2Q2) 
Gender 
Male 51 81 
Female 59 118 
Age 
Mean 19.22 18.46 
SD .67 1.62 
Recency of the hurtful episode occurred 
(Months) 
Mean 11.09 11.04 
SD 7.79 7.99 
Relationship with the perpetrator 
Wife / Husband — ™ 
Boyfriend/girlfriend 30 66 
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Mother/father 9 17 
Sister/Brother 9 7 
Other family member 1 3 
Close friend 25 54 
Someone from work 36 46 
or school 
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 
The present study contributes substantially to understanding the dynamics of 
change in relationship quality following harm, from the target's perspective, being the 
first study to model and empirically demonstrate that the process of relationship 
restoration can be obstructed or promoted by the acts of perpetrators and targets. 
Cultural General Model regarding the Dynamics of Change in Relationship Quality 
following Harm 
Most importantly, in contrast to previous research that center on cultural 
differences on mean scores (positioning effect), the currant study introduces a new 
perspective, cultural moderation effect (patterning effect), to tap the impact of culture 
on target's use of response strategies to interpersonal harm. In particular, we found a 
cultural-general model for the dynamics of change in relationship quality following 
harm. That is to say, the final model works the same way across Hong Kong and US 
samples. One plausible explanation is that, compare to Americans, Chinese are raised 
in a relatively protective interpersonal environment that shelter them from hostile 
interpersonal exchanges. Therefore, when Hong Kong Chinese consider some offence 
as intolerable, then they will behave more assertively and even aggressively towards 
the perpetrator. It follows that once Hong Kong Chinese targets distinguish the 
episode as negative and hurtful, their perceived amount of emotional harm will 
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activate a series of interdependent exchanges between themselves and their 
perpetrator, resembling the way their American counterparts do. In addition, the 
harmful experience recalled in the present study was real and not imagined or inferred, 
it is possible that the target's actual behavioral responses are different from his or her 
estimated own behavioral tactics. Perhaps American and Hong Kong Chinese targets 
vary significantly on what they think they will do in response to conflict，but when it 
comes to actually expressing their dissatisfaction to their perpetrator, the two cultural 
groups may be more similar in how they react to an offence. 
Moreover, the linkages between various pairs of the constructs involved in the 
final parsimonious model are consistent with many previous findings. For instance, it 
was found that once the target identifies the perpetrator has an intention to harm, he or 
she will avoid and verbally retaliate against the perpetrator. Such a perception of 
perpetrator intentionality to harm along with perceived emotional harm indirectly 
impedes a positive relational outcome. This is supported by Danes, Leichtentritt, Metz， 
and Huddleston-Casas's (2000) study that discovered satisfaction with family life as a 
whole was lowered when conflict with one's spouse was more severe in terms of 
frequency and intensity. Relationship is also weakened when the target perceives the 
perpetrator as lacking in remorse for their harm-inducing acts (Feeney, 2004; Fitness, 
2001). Second, target's negotiation responses, which communicate to the perpetrator 
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that their relationship is wounded, provoke the perpetrator to offer restitution and 
indirectly foster a relational recovery. This finding is consistent with the finding that 
target speak out his or her concerns was found to predict better relationship quality 
among dating couples (Panayiotou, 2005). Third, recognizing that the perpetrator has 
offered restitution, lower perceived emotional harm, together with lower perceived 
perpetrator's intention to harm were found to be significant preconditions for the 
target's forgiveness to be granted (e.g., McCullough et al., 1997). Receiving 
compensation from and granting forgiveness to the offender result in a subsequent 
improvement to the relationship (e.g., Gordon, Burton, & Porter，2004). 
Further Studies 
Caution should be paid to the retrospective and situation-specific nature of the 
present study. The reported hurtful episode, which happened within the last two years, 
may be confounded by memory loss or distortion. Besides, based on one single 
hurtful event, the stability of assessing relational outcome and its predictors across 
cumulated hurtful episodes within a relationship may be overestimated. Hence, a 
longitudinal study is recommended to confirm the validity of the proposed model in 
the future. 
In addition, it is important to mention the limitations that are encountered 
when measuring constructs using a single item, such as the impossibility of assessing 
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these constructs' reliability and construct equivalence across the two samples. The 
responses in question are, however, clear and unambiguous, so the results will 
probably be replicated when more items are used to tap these constructs in future 
work. Nonetheless, researchers are advised to pay attention to this measurement issue 
and develop more useful items to assess each construct. 
Despite its relative complexity, the present model explained only 39.3% of the 
variance in change in relationship quality following harm. When a hurtful episode 
occurs, clearly there are other factors involved in affecting the target's selection of 
behavioral responses and the target's willingness to forgive the perpetrator. For 
example, Rusbult and others (e.g., Finke, Rusbult，Kumashiro, & Hannon，2002; 
Rusbult, 1987) found that greater relational commitment promotes target's 
forgiveness and targets with lower satisfaction about the relationship are inclined to 
respond to relationship damage with neglect. Other relationship-specific variables, 
such as previous experience at resolving conflict along with the degree of 
embeddedness between the target and the perpetrator (see e.g., McCauley, Bond, & 
Kashima, 2002) within the same interpersonal and group network, may likewise be 
important determinants of target's choice of behavioral responses. Likewise, 
personality variables, such as target's narcissistic personality traits (e.g., Exline, 
Bauimeister, Bushman, Campbell, & Finkel，2004)，can have an effect on the degree 
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to which target forgives the perpetrator. 
Lastly, Baumeister, Stillwell and Wotman (1990) found that targets consider 
interpersonal conflict as more serious and unjust than do perpetrators. It is believed 
that by integrating the perpetrator's viewpoint, in addition to the target's, will 
supplement the present model in predicting the relational outcome. 
Implications 
Harm inflicted on the target by the perpetrator not only upsets the offended 
party but also damages the relationship. The present findings suggest that improving 
relational outcome following harm is an interdependent process. In order to improve 
an imperiled relationship following harm, the final parsimonious model recommends, 
first, that the perpetrator do no harm. If harm has been done, the perpetrator needs to 
offer restitution to the target to save the wounded relationship. For the target, the 
at-risk relationship can be restored by negotiating with and forgiving the perpetrator. 
In these ways, both parties are more likely to resume a subsequent, viable 
relationship. 
Last but not least, it is worth mentioning that target's forgiveness is 
conditional upon whether the perpetrator is perceived to have an intention to harm and 
offers compensation. So, when the target has expressed that he or she is hurt by the 
perpetrator, the perpetrator is advised to engage in prosocial behavior, especially 
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showing remorse by making up for the harm done to the relationship, in order to find 
forgiveness from the target. 
King: Teach us, sweet madam, for our rude transgression 
Some fair excuse. 
Princess: The fairest is confession. 
Shakespeare, Loves labours lost. Act 5, Scene 2 
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Appendix A. 
Instructions that Acquire Information regarding the Past Hurtful Episode 
Think about a specific time within the last two years someone has harmed you. The 
harm that occurred could have been physical harm or emotional harm (such as 
insulting you or betraying you). When you have thought of an episode, please answer 
the following questions concerning that incident. Your responses will remain 
completely anonymous and confidential. Please do not use your name or any other 
person's name in your responses. Please take your time and try to answer the 
questions as thoroughly as possible. 
How long ago did the event happen? Years Months Days 





e. other family member 
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f. close friend 
g. someone from work or school 
h. someone from your neighborhood 
i. person was a stranger 
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Footnotes 
^Law, R. Wing-Man, and Lun, V. Miu-Chi, two former Master of Philosophy 
students of Professor Michael Harris Bond from the Chinese University of Hong 
Kong, helped discard participants that had 50% missing data. 
^Since both the target's verbal retaliation and negotiation are verbal strategies, 
a covariance is specified in the measurement model across the two cultural groups. 
^The Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism scale (Trandis & 
Gelfand, 1998) is a well-established scale. Based on a number of previous 
cross-cultural researches, Chinese and Americans differ mainly on individualism and 
collectivism dimensions, so the horizontal and vertical dimensions are not tested in 
the present study. A 2-factor solution for these 16 items was specified, eight items for 
Individualism and eight items for the Collectivism dimension. Three parcels were 
randomly formed for each of the two dimensions. 
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